REMARKS 



Claims 1 -9 and 1 1 -36 are pending in the application. Claims 1 -9 and 1 1 - 
36 stand rejected. No new matter has been added. Reconsideration of the 
application is hereby requested. The Applicants address the Examiner's 
rejection of claim 32 first. Otherwise, the Applicants address the Examiner's 
rejections in substantially the order presented in the Final Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The Examiner has rejected claim 32 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
unpatentable over by Sorensen (U.S. Patent Application 2002/0061009) in view 
of Flinck (U. S. Patent Application 2003/0018774) and in further view of Brenner, 
A Technical Tutorial on the IEEE 802.1 1 Protocol, 1997. 

The Examiner states that Sorenson as modified by Flinck does not 

disclose where the system is asynchronous and messages are prioritized to 

provide the synchronous communication over the asynchronous system. The 

Examiner states that Brenner, however, discloses this feature and refers the 

Applicants to Page 5 of Brenner, which states the following: 

A CSMA protocol works as follows: A station desiring to transmit 
senses the medium, if the medium is busy (i.e. some other station 
is transmitting) then the station will defer its transmission to a later 
time, if the medium is sensed free then the state is allowed to 
transmit. 

The Applicants agree with the Examiner that Sorensen and Flinck do not 
disclose that the system is asynchronous and messages are prioritized to provide 
the synchronous communication over the asynchronous system. The Applicants 
further submit that Brenner also does not disclose this feature. Brenner 
discloses deferring transmission on a busy medium but does not specifically 
disclose wherein the system is asynchronous and messages are prioritized to 
provide the synchronous communication over the asynchronous system . 
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Applicants respectfully request that Examiner point out where this feature is 
specifically disclosed in Brenner. Otherwise, the Applicants respectfully submit 
that claim 32 is patentable over Sorensen, Flinck, Brenner and the prior art of 
record. 

Claims 1-9, 12-15, and 18-31 are rejected by the Examiner under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being unpatentable over by Sorensen (U.S. Patent Application 
2002/0061009) in view of Flinck (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0018774). Claims 
1 , 7, 1 3, 21 , 26, 30 and 31 are independent claims. 

In order for a claimed invention to be unpatentable under 35 USC § 103, 
two requirements must be satisfied. First, the prior art of record must separately 
show all the features of the claimed invention. Secondly, there must be a 
suggestion in the prior art references to combine them to come up with the 
claimed invention. The first requirement is clearly not met here, as discussed 
below: 

With respect to claim 1 , the Examiner states the following: 

Sorenson teaches of a wireless communication system, a method 
of wireless communications, and a wireless communication 
apparatus comprised of nodes (Abstract), with; a) a serverless 
physical layer, (3: [0032], read ad-hoc), b) a virtual layer (3: [0033], 
read second node determines whether to establish the connection 
between the first node and the second node based upon the 
comparison); and c) an application layer comprising a plurality of 
independently operating applications. (Figure 5 and 1: [0012]). The 
wireless communication system taught by Sorensen can be used 
for applications such as seismic data acquisition of nodes, the 
network comprised of nodes, (see Figure 6). 

The Examiner further states that Sorenson does not disclose where load 
balancing is used to route data over the system, but that Flinck teaches where 
load balancing is used to route data over the system. (2: [0012] a method and 
system for load balancing in ad hoc networks). According to the Examiner, it 
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would have been obvious at the time the invention was made by a person of to 
having ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings of Sorenson with Flinck. 

Applicants agree with the Examiner that Sorensen does not disclose 
where load balancing is used to route data over the system. Applicants submit 
that Flinck also does not disclose this feature. The Applicants respectfully submit 
that Flinck discloses a method of load balancing the processing of requests for 
address information associated with a gateway (see Flinck, paragraph [0066]). 
Address information is not the same as data to be routed over a system. Thus, 
Flinck does not disclose the feature of load balancing for routing data over the 
system , as in claim 1 . Therefore, Sorensen and Flinck, either alone or in any 
combination, do not disclose at least one feature of claim 1. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 is patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103 
over Sorensen, Flinck and the prior art of record. 

Independent claims 7, 13 and 30-31 include the substantive features of 
claim 1. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 7, 13 and 30-31 
are patentable under 35 U.S.C. §103 over Sorensen, Flinck and the prior art of 
record for the same reasons stated above with respect to claim 1 . 

Claims 2-6 depend from claim 1 . Claims 8-9 and 12 depend from claim 7. 
Claims 14-15, 18-20 depend from claim 13. Applicants therefore submit that 
these dependent claims are patentable under U.S.C. §103 over Sorensen, Flinck 
and the prior art of record for at least the reasons stated with respect to their 
respective independent claims. 

Independent claims 21 and 26 include the substantive features of claim 1 . 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 21 and 26 are patentable 
under 35 U.S.C. §103 over Sorensen, Flinck and the prior art of record for the 
same reasons stated above with respect to claim 1 . 
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Claims 22-25 depend from claim 1. Claims 27-29 depend from claim 26. 
The Applicants therefore submit that these dependent claims are patentable 
under U.S.C. §103 Sorensen, Flinck and the prior art of record for at least the 
reasons stated with respect to their respective independent claims. 

Claim 16 is rejected by the Examiner under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sorensen in view of Flinck and in further view of Murto et al. 
(U. S. Patent Application US 2004/0213409), hereafter Murto. 

Murto is cited for teaching a Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) Wireless 
Application Protocol (WAP) (3: [0037] and Figure 1). However, Murto does not 
disclose the feature of load balancing for routing data over the system, as in 
independent claim 13 from which claim 16 depends. Therefore, Sorensen, Flinck 
and Murto, either alone or in any combination, do not disclose at least one 
feature of claim 16. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 16 is 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103 over Sorensen, Flinck, Murto and the prior art 
of record. 

Claims 11 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sorensen in view of Flinck and in further view of Zhang, 
Second International Conference on Mobile Data Management, pg 233-234, 
Introduction, Hong Kong in January 200 1 , hereafter Zhang. 

Zhang is cited for teaching communication routing tables that can 
dynamically change geometries of node positions to direct communication routes 
used in ad-hoc networks. Zhang, however, does not disclose load balancing for 
routing data over the system, as in independent claims 7 and 13, from which 
claims 11 and 17 depend, respectively. Therefore, Sorensen, Flinck and Zhang, 
either alone or in any combination, do not disclose at least one feature of claims 
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1 1 and 17. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1 1 and 17 are 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103 over Sorensen, Flinck, Zhang and the prior art 
of record. 

Claims 33-36 depend from claim 1. Therefore, Applicants submit that 
claims 33-36 are patentable over Sorensen, Flinck and the prior art of record for 
at least the reasons stated with respect to claim 1 . 
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CONCLUSION 



For all the foregoing reasons, Applicants submit that the application is in 
condition for allowance and such action is requested. The Commissioner is 
hereby authorized to charge any fee due for these amendments to Deposit 
Account No. 13-0010 (IO-1090US). 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: August 1 8, 2008 /Ronald E. Jones/ 

Ronald E. Jones, Reg. No. 60,120 
Madan Mossman & Sriram, P.C. 
2603 Augusta, Suite 700 
Houston, Texas 77057-5662 
Tel: (713) 266-1130 
Fax: (713) 266-8510 
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